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LV. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Dr. Ketchum has in common with every citizen a Federal 
constitutional right not to be prosecuted unless his conduct 
was proscribed by pre-existing legal standards as to which he 
had fair notice. He further has a right to be informed prior to 
trial of the nature and elements of the offense. These rights 
were asserted but ignored in the unconstitutional application of 
the criminal negligence statutes to Dr. Ketchum. His conviction must 
accordingly be set aside. 
Dr. Ketchum further has a Federal constitutional right to a 
fair trial, not a perfect trial, but not one so permeated with 


the systematic grievous misconduct and irregularities which run 


rampant throughout this Record. This right, too, was asserted but 


ignored in the State courts. On the alternate ground of grossly 
unfair trial, the conviction must be set aside. 

This Court should reverse the lower court's denial of the 
petition for writ of habeas corpus, vacate the conviction, and 
grant other necessary and just relief. 
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